Este estudo teve como objetivo identificar informações consideradas relevantes pelos stakeholders para o disclosure da responsabilidade social e confirmar as suas presenças nas homepages das Instituições Comunitárias de Ensino Superior -ICES. Pela teoria dos stakeholders se definiu os stakeholders principais e o prioritário e pela teoria da legitimidade se definiu a importância de evidenciar a responsabilidade social das organizações. Um formulário com indicadores de informações representativas de responsabilidade social foi criado e aplicado a alguns grupos de stakeholders por meio de brainstorming e idea writing. Como resultado, os indicadores mais valorizados foram o preço dos produtos, projetos sociais e ambientais e os menos foram a rotatividade dos empregados e a remuneração dos dirigentes. A média geral dos indicadores avaliados foi de 8,3, o que confirma o interesse pela transparência das ICES. A quantificação da presença desses indicadores nas homepages das ICES associadas à ABRUC gerou o ranking de disclosure. Palavras chave: Teoria da Legitimidade. Teoria dos Stakeholders. Indicadores de disclosure. Evidenciação. Instituições comunitárias de ensino superior.
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indicating the reality of the organization, transparency behavior and exposure to society .
Several stakeholders with whom the organization relates form the society (PHILLIPS, 2003; SUCHMAN, 1995) . 
LITERATURE REVIEW
Social organizations operate in society through an express or implied contract. The foundation of the contracts are the delivery of some socially desired benefit and, in exchange, the organizations survive and grow in their social environment (SHOCKER; SETHI, 1973; PARKER, 1989; PATTEN, 1991) . This contractual exchange would legitimize the organization to act in a given society. In other words, the organization would obtain resources (material, intangible and financial) and would turn them by adding value, through their ability to organize and delivering them to their stakeholders, which by valuing, would be legitimizing its actions. Legitimate in the sense that perception or assumption that the actions of an organization are desirable and appropriate in the socially constructed system of norms, beliefs, values and definitions (SUCHMAN, 1995) . The legitimacy of organizations is a state and an ongoing process. If the organization fails to comply with the social contract (SHOCKER; SETHI, 1973) , there may be penalties of economic, legal or social nature (LINDBLOM, 1994) .
The organization legitimacy of achievement must be natural by mean of legitimate power conferred to organizations for their stakeholders ASHFORTH; GIBBS, 1990; SUCHMAN, 1995 RANKIN, 1997; LINDBLOM, 1994; PARMAR et al., 2010; PHILLIPS, 2003) .
The disclosure issue has to give vent to one of the principles of governance, organizational transparency (OECD 2008) .
Transparency is to make organizational Cho and Roberts, 2010; Cho, Phillips, Hageman and Patten, 2009; Cuganesan, Guthrie and Ward, 2010; Santos Silva and Macagnan, 2012 . Association between disclosure and financial performance Smith, Adhikari, Tondkar and Andrews, 2010; Bushman, Piotroski, and Smith, 2004; Mir and Rahaman, 2011; Boesso, Kumar and Michelon, 2013. Disclosure and stakeholders Elijido-Ten, Kloot and Clarckson, 2010; Williams and Adams, 2013. Determinants and/or explanations for disclosure Murcia, 2009; Farook, Hassan and Lanis, 2011; Cho, Freedman and Patten 2012; Johansen and Nielsen, 2012 . Theory of legitimacy and disclosure Archel, Husillos, Larrinaga and Spence, 2009; Laan, 2009; Tilling and Tilt, 2010; Watson, 2011; Momin and Parker, 2013; Lanis and Richardson, 2013 . Reputation of corporate and disclosure Cho, Guidry, Hageman and Patten, 2012; Michelon, 2011 . Social and environmental practices of companies Archel, Fernández and Larrinaga, 2008; Mäkelä and Näsi, 2010; Bouten, et al., 2011; Mahadeo, Oogarah-Hanuman and Soobaroyen, 2011; Mota, Mazza and Oliveira, 2013 .
Study of disclosure in Public Institutions
Lodhia and Jacobs, 2013.
Stakeholder expectations
Elijido-Ten, Kloot and Clarckson, 2010; Orij, 2010. Disclosure and corporate governance practices Sánchez, Domínguez, and Álvarez, 2011; Avelino, Pinheiro and Lamounier, 2012; Macedo, et al., 2013. Source Following presents the methodology used to develop the research.
METHODOLOGICAL PROCEDURES
As directed by Yin (2011) shows the variation of the scores assigned, also confirmed when observing the minimum and maximum score assigned.
Other The social category presented in Of these, which had highest mean score was job opportunities with 9.0. In addition, it obtained the highest score as rated by students, staff and community representatives. Suppliers considered the social balance of greater importance attributing a mean score of 8.7 to this indicator. In this subcategory, the indicators with the worst scores were the relationships with unions when evaluated by students and by suppliers, profile of employees as assessed by staff and the employee turnover that got 6.2 of staff and 5.9 (with standard deviation of 3.9) of the community representatives.
It is noteworthy that the employee turnover indicator was one of two indicators of disclosure with mean score lower than 5.0, reached 4,9.
In the subcategory human rights, 5
indicators of disclosure were presented. On the environmental category (Table 3) However, the standard deviations of these indicators are high, as well as scores the assigned ranged from zero through ten. 
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The strategic category is composed of 7 indicators of disclosure that were submitted to stakeholders for review, where they assigned scores on a scale of zero through ten. The results listed in Table 4 . For all groups of stakeholders questioned the less relevant indicator is Regarding the most valued indicator, vision, mission, principles and values obtained maximum mean score when assessed by professors. Importantly, only two indicators had mean maximum score.
Besides vision, mission, principles and
values, the financial statements obtained mean of ten, both when assessed by professors.
In the category of products and services, as shown in table 5, the most valued indicators of disclosure were major products and quality products with mean score of 9.3 and the least valued was "supplier relationships" that had mean score of 7.3. Individually noting, each stakeholder group, it seems that for students, the most important indicator was type of products and services, with mean score of 9.3. In addition, to suppliers this indicator is one of the most important, along with main products. For staff and community representatives, the most representative indicator of disclosure in this category is the quality of products that obtained mean score of 9.2 and 9.8, respectively. Regarding the least representative indicator in that category, all stakeholder groups, with the exception of suppliers, responded with the lowest mean score for the relationship with suppliers.
The suppliers themselves showed no indicator with score below 8.0, therefore, they all considered significantly relevant to the disclosure of CIHEs. there is ten, zero and ten. This shows that for all groups of stakeholders scores ranged from zero to ten and the most assigned score was ten to categories and subcategories of disclosure of social responsibility of CIHEs.
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With regard to economic and financial subcategory, one can say that the group of stakeholders that greatest importance assigned to them was students and less by suppliers. Regarding the corporate governance, suppliers considered it most relevant while community representatives considered it the least important. Overall, the economic and financial category had greatest weight in the staff opinion and the lowest in the opinion of the community representatives.
In the overall mean score, this is the category considered as the less relevant by stakeholder groups, with 7.7.
The social category subdivided into three subcategories had different ratings for each one.
Considering the subcategories separately, human rights had the lowest mean of all assessed with 7.5. Stakeholders that assigned more importance to environmental category were former staff, with mean score of 9.0 and those who least valued were incoming students with 8.1. To the community representatives, priority stakeholder of CIHEs, the category got mean score of 8.4.
It is noteworthy that all means by interest group were above 8.0 on this category, demonstrating the importance of its disclosure. FERRERI; PARKER, 1987; PATTEN, 1991; TILT, 1994; WISEMAN, 1982) . given the score reached in the rank created in this study and considering that legitimacy should be desired to ensure the credibility and organizational continuity (SUCHMAN, 1995) .
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Moreover
FINAL REMARKS
The stimulus for this research was The most valued category was products and services, followed by the strategic one, and the least valued was the economic and financial category. It is worth mentioning that, in general, the mean of all indicators assessed by all stakeholder groups was 8.3, which reinforces the quest for disclosure of CIHEs by its stakeholders.
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When the search of the indicators on the electronic pages of CIHEs was done, we found little environmental information; some only disclose the policies and environmental projects.
Regarding the human rights, some institutions do not even have complaint mechanisms. These facts suggest that the CIHEs do not efficiently explore the electronic pages as a disclosure mechanism to contribute to their legitimacy of among its stakeholders. This study shows a path for improving the relationship of CIHEs with society and, consequently, to obtain, maintain or improve its legitimacy. Here 
